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present work differs from that of Professor Edgeworth, for
if, as has been stated above (p. ] 5), a difference in com-
parative cost is the essential condition for the maintenance
of foreign trade, the absence of that condition involves the
cessation of the tradel which is dependent on it. Other-
wise, it would be impossible to understand how the export
of agricultural products changes, as under a further develop-
ment it would do, into the export of manufactures.

The passage in Torrens's Production of Wealth referred to
by Professor Edgeworth tends to confirm the view taken
above, for Ton-ens assumes that agriculture has reached its
limit of production, and affords no field for additional
capital. He thus avoids the difficulty that besets Sidg-
wick's case, though his hypothesis is, as Professor Edge-
worth justly remarks, a " wooden " one.2

A second important matter is the influence of "friction."
On the general principle there is happily agreement. But
it is not altogether easy to see why the condition of friction
should make it comparatively easy for artisans to migrate
from A to B, but practically impossible for them to pass
into agriculture in A, or for agricultural labourers to migrate
from B to A. In dealing with such problems we may
either leave friction out of account altogether, or consider
it as it actually operates. It can hardly be admissible to
specially assume the action of certain forms of friction to
support an hypothesis in which the action of those par-
ticular forms has not been explicitly postulated.

This difficult question has been discussed since the
appearance of the third edition of this book, by Professor
Edgeworth, Professor Loria, and the present writer.3 It

1  This is certainly the doctrine of Ricardo, J. S. Mill, and Cairnes.

2  It is worthy of note that Torrens's theory is really derived from
the protectionist idea that home trade employs two capitals, foreign
trade'only one, on which see The Commerce of Nations, pp. 151, 152.

3  See Economic Journal, vol. x. pp. 389-392 ; vol. xi. pp. 582-595 for
Professor Edgeworth's reassertion of his position.     Professor Lorii
(Economic Journal, vol. xi. pp.  87-89) strongly supports the view
taken above.    In the same volume, pp. 226-229, an attempt has been
made to restate that view in reply to Professor Edgeworth's criticism*